CHAPTER FOUR:

INSTITUTIONAL SUSTAINABILITY CASE STUDY: KAZAKHSTAN AND HIGHER EDUCATION

THE CASE STUDY APPROACH 

There are many methods that researchers may employ when investigating social phenomenon. This dissertation utilizes the case study approach in ascertaining sustainability dynamics of a higher educational institute, the Kazakhstan Institute of Management and Economic Research (KIMEP).  This institute was established directly under the national president of the country, and independent from the usual chain of national education control, the Ministry of Education.  It is located in Almaty, Kazakhstan.

Wilson defines the case study as “a process which tries to describe and analyze some entity in qualitative, complex and comprehensive terms not infrequently as it unfolds over a period of time” (Wilson, 1979,  p. 448). Yin (1984,  p. 23) develops a more technical rendition: “A case study is an empirical inquiry that:

· Investigates a contemporary phenomenon within its real-life context; when;

· the boundaries between phenomenon and context are not clearly evident; and which;

· multiple sources of evidence are used.”

The case study method is considered to be a legitimate methodological option for many areas of social science. In particular, it is often utilized in the field of educational research, especially program evaluation (Guba and Lincoln, 1981; Yin, 1984; Merrimam, 1988).   Yin explains that there are four basic applications of the case study research method:

· the most important is to explain the causal links in real-life interventions that are too complex for the experimental or survey strategies. 

· A second application is to describe the real-life context in which an intervention has occurred,

· Third, an evaluation can benefit, again in a descriptive mode, from an illustrative case study-even a journalistic account-of the intervention itself. 

· Finally, the case study strategy may be used to explore those situations in which the intervention being evaluated has no clear, single set of outcomes.

(Yin 1984, p. 25)

Case studies often use qualitative research methods, but there are many examples that include both quantitative and qualitative measures. Many times, a defining element of a case study is the use of multiple sources: they are more likely to be accurate and more convincing if they draw upon a variety of source materials. In this manner each source and each method to obtain data serves as a corroborating tool to help provide a multi-dimensional profile of variables and activities in a particular setting.

CASE STUDY RESEARCH: MERITS AND SHORTCOMINGS

Feagin, Orum, and Sjoberg make the argument for the utility of case studies by arguing that they “permit the grounding of observations and concepts about social action and social structures in natural settings studied at close hand”. (1991,  p. 6). The case study is useful in that one can study human beings in their natural environment.  This study is based on the belief that looking at KIMEP from a variety of contextual frames is critical in understanding issues of sustainability.
Yin claims that different research strategies have their strengths and weaknesses. He argues that the case studies are appropriate in exploratory phases of a research investigation; surveys and histories are well matched for descriptive phases; while "experiments" are most appropriate for causal inquiries (Yin, 1984,  p.15).  Various classic studies have been descriptive (for example, Whyte’s  Street Corner Society, 1943).  Others have been explanatory in nature (for example, Allison’s Essence of Decision-Making: Exploring the Cuban Missile Crisis, 1971). Yin summarizes that case studies have great value in those instances where one wants to “understand complex social phenomenon,” as they “allow an investigation to retain the holistic and meaningful characteristics of real-life events” (1984,  p. 14).

Advocates of the case study proclaim that case studies produce much more detailed information that what is available through a quantitative analysis. Proponents also claim “that quantitative methods might be able to deal with situations where behavior is homogeneous and routine, case studies are needed to deal with creativity, innovation, and context.”   (http: writing.colostate.edu/reference/research/casestudy/)

Another good point of using case studies is that they are flexible because researchers can allow themselves to address issues as they arise in the course of doing actual research. But the primary strength of the case study in terms of using it in this dissertation is that it places an emphasis on context.  Perhaps the most often heard complaint of case studies is that it is difficult to make generalizations using this method and that it lacks scientific rigor.  This is because critics of the case study method claim that there exists an inherent level of subjectivity that renders generalizations impossible to make. This subjectivity is the result of using qualitative data that seems relevant only in the particular context from which it came. 

Case study proponents first respond by dispelling the myth that they are always purely qualitative: many case studies utilize multiple methods, and survey usage is common.  Goldsmith (1993), for example, argues that “The case method is sometimes disparaged for lacking rigor. This charge is not always justified, for if designed properly the analysis and comparison of cases can be systematic and reliable” (p. 202).

In one of the earlier forays into analyzing development assistance, Hirschman notes that every development project involves a unique constellation of experiences and consequences. This uniqueness results from the complex interplay of structural characteristics of projects on one hand and the social, economic, and political environment on the other. (Hirschman, 1967 from Van Sant, 1989,  p. 257). This array of complex variables complicates the evaluation process. It is difficult to apply evaluation techniques that take into account contextual factors, yet this is exactly where qualitative approaches such as the case study are claimed to be helpful.  Case study method approaches typically include project beneficiaries in all phases of the project, and typically formally include stakeholders as part of a research design. 

Particular questions that one needs to have answered are sometimes not amenable to quantitative approaches in studies of international development.   Johnston, for example, poses four critical questions for evaluating program effectiveness in agricultural assistance works:

1) Were the activities appropriate as elements of a well-conceived strategy for agricultural development and capable of having a catalytic effect on efforts made within the recipient countries?

2) Was the country situation favorable in terms of policy environment, the timing and sequencing of activities, and the commitment of the country’s leaders to the objectives of the programs?

3) To what extent were donor experience, technical expertise, and institutional models appropriate to host country needs and contexts?

4) Could the donor apply the institutional capacity to plan and implement effectively the activities necessary for success under host country conditions?

(Johnston, 1988; Van Sant 1989, p. 260)

For purposes of this research, Johnston’s list is useful in that it makes clear that qualitative analysis can answer these types of important issues facing evaluators. This dissertation addresses some of these points that Johnston posits as being crucial in looking at evaluating development interventions (particularly leadership commitment to the project and policy environment).

Van Sant (1989, p. 261), too claims that one must employ a variety of information-gathering methods in order to answer questions of this nature and that the methodology should involve stakeholders.  Interviews, a staple of qualitative methods, are seen as central in his work. 

Goldsmith (1993) champions the use of the case method in the type of research that this dissertation undertakes. He claims that in institutional analysis:

 “It (case study method) is often the superior approach in institutional studies, and is always better than the false precision of applying sophisticated techniques where the data and conceptual framework do not justify it, as in institutional development. In any event, case studies are the only feasible way to do in-depth studies of the links between input and output. Surveys and other more “scientific” methods are too coarse to separate appearances from reality in institutions, or to uncover the interaction among the complex variables that make an institution tick. The case method (unstructured interviews, establishment of chronologies, identification of critical events, etc.)  is thus highly recommended as an adjunct to other evaluation techniques, particularly for uncovering the processes of institutional development” (p. 202).

RATIONALE FOR SELECTING KIMEP AS THE FOCUS OF THE CASE STUDY

Perhaps one of the best reasons for selecting KIMEP as a subject of study is that it is an institute of higher education and by looking at efforts made towards transforming and developing any country’s educational system, this gives key insights into this important sector that is critical to development goals. This institute is located in a former Communist nation where the demands of the new market economy make urgent the need for a whole new cadre of managers who are savvy in the ways of capitalism and managing outside the communist paradigm. KIMEP is a primarily a business school and therefore it might be an important barometer foretelling the progress of the former Communist nations in how they are making the transition.

Many development projects in the former Soviet Union have not been successful, and the prognosis for economic and political development is bleak for many of these nations. According to USAID’s 1998 Agency Performance Report, almost two-thirds of the economic programs that failed to meet their expectations were in the NIS.  The main reasons for their failure stemmed from “the difficulties of replacing entrenched communist institutions” (USAID, 1998, p. 4).
KIMEP used to be the prestigious higher educational institute of the Communist Party in Kazakhstan, originally founded with input from Leonid Brezhnev. In a strange twist, this institution has become molded into a western style business school under the auspices of teams of international development agencies from different countries. The type of aid given to many NIS countries is composed of technical assistance programs in education and training, and such is the case in Kazakhstan.   Aid to Kazakhstan through its premier institution, KIMEP, thus provides an example of an institutional development program faced with all of the problems of transforming former Communist institutions.

This study is based upon the belief that understanding the dynamics of institutional development and sustainability at KIMEP would be invaluable for  academicians interested in institutional sustainability factors, as well as for aid practitioners who are interested in capacity development and technical assistance. Were it possible to adequately describe and analyze KIMEPS sustainability issues and problems, the development community could utilize such results in designing other upcoming or proposed regional projects in higher education.

At the current time, little evaluation or research can be found on higher education assistance programs in the region, and none of them involving systematic case studies. Neither have any placed emphasis on institutional sustainability and how stakeholders and ethno-political factors impact this variable.  The European Union’s Technical Assistance to the Commonwealth of Independent States (TACIS) did a program evaluation of the MBA program at KIMEP, but their focus was on internal management and implementation issues only, not upon the entire institution nor upon needs of stakeholders  (TACIS Report: KIMEP, 1998).   This study is designed to take a much broader view of the dynamics of higher education assistance and to give managers (both in the development community and at KIMEP) more useful tools and information when looking at aid effectiveness, new program design, evaluations, and issues of sustainability in Kazakhstan and Central Asia.

PARTICIPANT OBSERVER AND THE CASE STUDY METHOD

Case study research is typically ethnographic, and comes from Anthropology. Typical techniques used in ethnographic research include: interviewing, documentary analysis, life history, investigative diaries, and participant observation (Wolcott, 1980; Merriam, 1998 pp. 23).  This dissertation is essentially an ethnographic case study that employs several of these methods and relies upon this author’s experience as a participant observer at KIMEP.   I worked at KIMEP for three years: first, as a faculty member, then as Placement Director, and finally, as Head of Development and External Relations. These last two positions put me in the unique position of a participant observer, with a number of personal experiences dealing with KIMEP’s external relationships and stakeholders.  This lengthy and personal experience on the part of the author heightens the legitimacy of this study.  This field work as a participant observer makes this research an ethnographic case study that is a socio-cultural analysis concerned with context.  Merriam (1998) describes ethnographic research such as this dissertation by noting: "It (the ethnographic case study) is a socio-cultural analysis of the unit of study. Concern with the cultural context is what sets this type of study apart from other qualitative research” (p. 23).

This particular case study of KIMEP attempts to shed light upon issues of institutional sustainability and contains many of these characteristics that are found in other case studies. The remainder of this chapter and subsequent chapters demonstrates many of these characteristics. The critical background components of the history of Kazakhstan, developmental challenges of Kazakhstan, ethnicity problems, U.S. involvement in Kazakhstan, and finally the story of KIMEP is presented as a rich case study of ethno-political factors affecting institutional sustainability.

THE GENESIS OF KAZAKHSTAN

The collapse of the Soviet Union and the leveling of the Berlin Wall gave birth to newly independent countries all the way from Central Europe to the Caucuses region, and southeastwards to Central Asia. The largest of the Former Soviet Central Asian Republics, Kazakhstan, became its own independent country in 1991. The new country’s governing structure took the form of a quasi-authoritarian regime led by President Nursaltan Nazerbayev. Prior to independence during the Soviet Period, Mr. Nazerbayev used to be the highest-ranking Kazakh Communist Party figure and filled the role as the First Party Secretary. He quickly seized power after the disintegration of the Soviet Union and still keeps a tight grip on the governing apparatus of Kazakhstan. 

Under the old Soviet regime, all resources were allocated by administrative fiat. Obviously, this scheme featured a behemoth bureaucracy that was guided by central planning. The locus of power emanated from a strong, authoritarian, one-party communist elite who made all crucial decisions with virtually no grass roots involvement or input. It was a rather paternal ruling pattern in that the citizens came to expect the government to do most things (as they attempted to do) in exchange for some of the hardships of daily life under communism.

Virtually all decisions about production and prices came from Moscow. For example, there existed no market mechanism for how people were hired and what type and amount of products were to be made. All of these decisions came from central plans generated from Moscow. This socialist regime came crashing down in a relatively non-violent manner in the early 1990’s. The gargantuan problem of “transitional economies” (the descriptor given to former Soviet Bloc nations attempting to switch from a central planning resource allocation scheme to a market economy) now looms as the primary struggle in Kazakhstan’s attempts to both develop economically and politically.

PROBLEMS OF NATION BUILDING IN FORMER SOVIET UNION

Nation building for Kazakhstan is a formidable challenge. Not only does Kazakhstan face immense problems compared to any former colony gaining its independence (one could say that clearly Kazakhstan was in fact a “colony” of Russia during Tsarist’s times and then fully subsumed under Soviet rule and domination), but it also faces enormous challenges in making a transition from a centrally planned economy to a market driven economy. All of the institutional frameworks (including education, legal, accounting, banking, etc.) are geared towards life in a communist system. The entire society has to make the draconian change to the new market economy. Most people in Kazakhstan lack any exposure to life under capitalism, and a large percentage of the population’s mindset still holds Soviet values and understandings.  In addition to these human-centered barriers to development, Kazakhstan also faces some logistical and geographical hurdles in realizing its developmental potential. Kazakhstan is a landlocked country that must face the challenge of moving its vast oil and gas assets to export markets in the west.

The development challenges and difficult implementing context that the Kazakhstan case presents makes sustainability a most important issue for development agencies operating there.  The Government Accounting Office (GAO) issued a report formally recognizing the difficult challenges of economic reform and democratization in Central Asia (1999).  The report states: "Several important factors have affected the implementation of reforms in all republics, including long-standing government corruption; inadequate resources to implement and enforce new laws and regulations; inexperience in managing market economies and democracies, and most importantly, the governments' limited commitment to implement comprehensive reforms at the national level". It goes on to say: 

" Complicating USAID's efforts, however, is the region's long history of isolation. According to USAID, over 150 years of Russian and Soviet domination left Central Asian Republics (CAR) isolated from western technology, economic progress, and political development. In addition, unlike the other newly independent states (NIS) in the former Soviet Union and Central Europe, CAR had no history of independent nation states. The historical lack of citizen involvement in economic and government decision-making has led to the underdevelopment of citizen involvement with and experience needed to operate market-oriented democracies. Consequently, CAR began the transition process far behind the other former Soviet Union states". (GAO, 1999, p.2-3).  

This is a vivid description of the political and cultural context in which USAID must operate in their Central Asian Bureau, and demonstrates that development projects in this region face many obstacles in the implementing context.

The World Bank also concurs with this pessimistic assessment given by USAID.  In preparation for the 1997 World Development Report, they surveyed 3,600 firms doing business in 69 countries in order to find out about perceptions of institutional capabilities of the respective nations and regions in question. They reasoned that private entrepreneurs must also do environmental/political risk analysis of their business environments, and this information might be of use for development interventions as well. The survey was designed to ascertain how each respondent felt about each region’s institutional framework in which entrepreneurs were are doing business. Based upon their data, the Commonwealth of Independent States (countries of the former Soviet Union) had the worst overall institutional credibility rating in the world. (see Figure 4.1).
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CREDIBILITY RATING OF COUNTRIES: INSTITUTIONAL CAPABILITY VARIES ACROSS REGIONS
(Brunetti, Kisunko, and Weder, 1997)


The literature concerning aid effectiveness states that development assistance works best when it is implemented in an operating context where functioning institutional frameworks exist (i.e. institutions that are relatively efficient, transparent and have a reasonably low levels of corruption). An appropriate policy environment for such interventions to take root is also understood as a key factor (Dollar, 1997). Figure 4.2 shows the relationship between institutional credibility and economic performance.

FIGURE 4-2

CREDIBILITY RATING OF COUNTRIES: INSTITUTIONAL CAPABILITY AND ECONOMIC PERFORMANCE GO HAND IN HAND
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(Brunetti, Kisunko, and Weder, 1997)

SECTORAL ANALYSIS OF HIGHER EDUCATION ISSUES IN CENTRAL ASIA: “DESCRIBING THE IMPLEMENTING CONTEXT”

DeYoung’s case study of higher education in Kazakhstan describes the context of the entire educational sector, and looks at the policy environment and implementing context of higher education reform in Kazakhstan (1997).  DeYoung did a similar study in the neighboring Central Asian country of Kyrgyzstan (2002), and each gives a glimpse of the pedagogical rigidity and organizational issues associated with the inherited communist style of education in Central Asia. 

DeYoung, for example, argues that there is no professional field of educational administration in Kazakhstan (nor was there in the former Soviet Union) and that the former and current ministers of education in most Central Asian republics have little direct secondary education management experience in their countries, even though they operate large bureaucracies from central locations (DeYoung, 1997). 

DeYoung’s work also referred to previous research that gave a survey to three hundred administrators in the Kazakh Ministry of Education. This survey asked all respondents what their primary focus in their work should be and none could explain what their focus should be geared towards. What most of them indicated was that control was their main objective.  Steve Heyneman, formerly of the World Bank, describes a number of inherited structural problems with post-Soviet education in Central Asia, including incomplete analysis and monitoring functions that support budget preparation and resource allocation for educational efforts in Kazakhstan and other CA republics .  Both Heyneman and DeYoung discuss the present budget situations in Kazakhstan and Kyrgyzstan, where there are severe shortage of resources for higher education and both countries suffered from corruption and inequities in the system. Many of the administrators are now profiting from this situation and have no incentive to implement reforms. (Heyneman, 1999)

These studies, as well as the case study on Romanian library reform given in chapter two, describe situations that tell of the contextual difficulties of KIMEP’s operating environment and also describe similar situations for any other higher educational institute attempting to reform in the Post-Soviet era. 

Perhaps the most extensive study done on the state of higher education and the implementing context in Central Asia was done by the Kennan Institute, at the Woodrow Wilson Center in Washington, DC.  The authors of this research relied upon extensive interviews with all of the primary players and experts involved with higher education in the former Soviet Union.  They found clear expressed need for external assistance among leaders of the Central Asian countries, but further specified varying issues and problems facing any development assistance project for regional higher education.  They argued such concerns be recognized prior to any program or project initiation. This study presented a litany of problems besieging higher educational development efforts such as endemic corruption, political obstacles, economic decline, anti-western attitudes, and lingering Soviet Attitudes. (Kennan Institute, 1999).

ETHNICITY ISSUES IN KAZAKHSTAN

In addition to these constraints and challenges of nation building in Kazakhstan just described, there also exists an undercurrent of potential ethnic conflict in Kazakhstan. Specifically, there are longstanding frictions between ethnic Russians and ethnic Kazakhs.  Ethnic conflict actually involves many other ethnic minorities (such as the Uighurs) that comprise the Kazakh nation as well, but it is the Russian situation that is more visible (Gleason, 1995).  

In the prior Soviet system, ethnic Russians dominated most spheres of economic and political life in Kazakhstan. However, since independence, the creation of a “post-Soviet Kazakh national identity” has demonstrated a clear reversal of “Russification,” with key government and economic positions now filled with ethnic Kazakhs. The key question for Kazakhstan is: how can a Kazakh national identity be formed and how can it coexist within a multi-ethnic, multicultural Kazakhstani identity?  Table 5-3 on page 107 demonstrates the high percentage of ethnic Kazakhs who are in government positions compared to Russians. Population demographics in Kazakhstan have also changed dramatically since the Soviet period ended, due to a steady out-migration of Russians and high fertility rates of ethnic Kazakhs. Table 4-1 shows the population demographics from 1989 to 1999.

TABLE 4-1

KAZAKHSTAN’S POPULATION PERCENTAGES BY ETHNICITY

CHANGES FROM 1989 TO 1999

	
	1989 *
	
	1999 **

	
	
	
	

	Kazakhs
	39.5%
	
	53.4%

	Russians
	37.3%
	
	30.0%

	Ukrainians
	5.4%
	
	3.7%

	Others (Germans, Uighurs, Koreans, Tatars)
	17.8%
	
	12.9%


  * Source: (Cummings, 2000, p.3)


** Source: (Kazakh National Census of 1999)

Although there are few current protests or open episodes of violence that can be directly attributed to ethnic conflict in Kazakhstan at present, it remains a serious undercurrent of everyday life (Open Society Institute, 1998).  However, the history of Kazakhstan has witnessed open hostilities between the two ethnic groups of Russians and Kazakhs.

It must be noted that this dissertation focuses primarily upon Russian-Kazakh relations, however, as noted; there are many other ethnic groups in Kazakhstan such as Uighurs and Koreans. Their neutrality, in terms of making the Kazakhstan political arena unstable, is assumed to be negligent due to their small numbers. But recent Uighur involvement with Al Qaeda and cross border migrations into China (where Uighur separatists in the Xinjiang province are in conflict with the Chinese government) might raise the specter of Uighur ethnic conflict in Kazakhstan (Roberts, 1998).
Perhaps the most noteworthy conflict that pitted the Russians and Kazakhs against each other was in the late 1920’s and early 1930’s during Joseph Stalin’s most vicious attempt to collectivize Kazakh agriculture and permanently implant the nomadic peoples of Kazakhstan. These attempts were obviously rebuffed by the Kazakh herdsmen and the resulting oppressive measures led to at least one million Kazakh deaths. Agriculture was collectivized and the nomadic herdsmen were settled. (Almaty Central Museum; Olcott, 1995; Gleason, 1997; Cummings, 2000; Akiner, 1995).

After the violent collectivization period, ethnic tensions remained calm until the Gorbachav era. There was a serious clash during Soviet times in recent history, however, in December of 1986.  During the early Glasnost and Perestroika periods, Michael Gorbachev appointed an “outsider” (an Ethnic Russian named “Gennady Kolbin”) to become First Party Secretary of Kazakhstan; thereby replacing the popular, ethnic Kazakh, “Kunaev”.  Kolbin had never lived in or spent much time in Kazakhstan prior to Gorbachev’s decision to place him in this key position. There were violent protests over this appointment in the City of Almaty’s central square. (Olcott, 1995; Gleason, 1997;  Akiner, 1995).

However the most interesting part of this event (besides it being one of the first open protests against Moscow from a republic) is the totally different perceptions held by people in Kazakhstan concerning the causes of this event and how many people were killed. The evidence gathered that makes this noteworthy came from informal discussions that I had with Russians and Kazakhs during my four-year field work experience in Kazakhstan. These differing perceptions reflect the obvious bifurcation between ethnic Russians and Kazakhs. Russians believe that few, if any, people were killed; meanwhile ethnic Kazakhs argue that literally hundreds died. Russians say that only police batons and water cannons were utilized in quelling the protests. But Kazakhs relay gruesome tales of machine gun fire being sprayed into innocent unarmed protesters (al la Tiannamen Square), with many trucks then being filled with bodies to be taken away to some unknown and unmarked gravesite. The December Event of 1986 and its differing interpretations remind many locals that ethnic strife in Kazakhstan lies just under the surface. (Kazakh News, 2001; Akiner, 1995)

Public opinion polls done in Kazakhstan reveal substantial differences between Kazakhs and Russians. In a study done in 1995, first and foremost was the fact that Russians in Kazakhstan are much more worried than Kazakhs about the possibility of ethnic conflict. Russians living in Kazakhstan tend to see internal ethnic factors as the primary threat, whereas Kazakhs tend to look at external factors. Only four out of one-hundred Russian respondents agreed that the Kazakh language should be the official state language (Gubogio, 1995,  p. 15-16).

Another poll taken in 2000 reveals ethnic differences in attitudes concerning minority rights and discrimination. “Kazakhs are much more likely to give their government high marks than Russians give their government (the Kazakh government).  high marks for protecting minority rights and maintaining “national unity” (Grant, 2000, p. 7). That study also revealed that Russians claim that they have been discriminated against because of their ethnicity at a much higher rate than Kazakhs.

Another study undertaken by the U.S. government agency USIA (United States Information Agency) in 1995 revealed that Kazakhs were much more optimistic about their government and future prospects. The most interesting aspect of this research is that it was done by the use of focus groups. The groups that contained mixtures of Russian and Kazakhs tended to be more pessimistic and those groups who were composed solely of Russians were the most negative (USIA, 1995).

The leadership of Kazakhstan has embarked on a strategy of “nation-building” in the wake of the end of the Soviet era. Much of this strategy involves re-writing history and revitalizing Kazakh nationalism, history, culture, and language following Soviet efforts at repressing them. In other words, Kazakhstan is undergoing a steady “Kazakhization” in all aspects of public life. For example, Kazakh is now the official state language (even though Russian is still the primary language that is spoken), most of the key figures in both government and business are ethnic Kazakhs and Russian names of public places, cities, streets have been changed to Kazakh names. (Kazakh News, June 28, 2001; Akiner, 1995; Gleason, 1997; Olcott, 1995; Kolsto, 1998; Cummings, 2000; Open Society, 1998).

Even though this outward manifestation of Kazakh culture and language are apparent in present-day Kazakhstan, the Kazakh government professes a strategy of tolerance and inclusion for all minorities living in Kazakhstan. However, there has been a dramatic shift in power in terms of the dominant ethnic group. During the Soviet era, Russians were the dominant ethnic group and held most major positions of power and Russian culture and language were literally forced upon the Kazakh people. Now the Russians are the subordinate ethnic group in terms of numbers and positions of power and therefore the specter of ethnic conflict looms large in the political landscape of Kazakhstan. Many Russians have left Kazakhstan and those that remain see themselves on the outside looking in.

The remainder of the chapter picks up with describing how the United States has developed their relationship with Kazakhstan and finishes with a description of how the U.S. and European nations decided to fund and develop KIMEP.

THE U.S.-KAZAKHSTAN RELATIONSHIP AND THE LIFE HISTORY OF  

KIMEP
The United States has many direct interests in Kazakhstan that are both political and economic. In a geopolitical sense, it is a huge country that lies between China and Russia.  This location makes it a key player in terms of U.S. dealings with two nations. Most importantly, Kazakhstan is blessed with some of the largest oil, gas, and mineral reserves in the world and the United States is keenly interested in Kazakhstan “getting on-line” as soon as possible. 

Kazakhstan also has demonstrated close cooperation with the United States in the area of nuclear proliferation as the two worked together to eliminate all nuclear weapons from the country. Kazakhstan is also now a key player in the war on terrorism.   Kazakhstan is a member of the Partnership for Peace program and has permitted the United States the use of its territory for military purposes in the volatile Central Asian region. (Mandelbaum, 1994; Jones-Luong and Weinthal, 2002)

The amount of Direct Foreign Investment in Kazakhstan from Europe and the United States is quite large compared to other former Soviet Republics. The United States is the largest investor, with President Nazerbayev actively courting such investment. The oil and gas sector represents the most valuable type of private investment from foreign sources. Since the early 1990’s, the amount of direct foreign investment from the U.S. to Kazakhstan has been almost $20 billion. Chevron, Texaco, and ExxonMobil have invested almost $12.5 billion respectively (This is an enormous amount of money especially when one considers that the annual GDP of Kazakhstan is approximately 20 Billion dollars per year). In addition to these private capital flows, Kazakhstan also receives development assistance funds from the European Union and the United States. The United States intends to increase its contributions by 50% from its pre September 11th levels to an amount of $809 million per year for the Central Asian region (Starobin and Belton, 2002).

The United States Agency for International Development (USAID) is the primary agency that manages and distributes aid resources to a wide variety of sectors in Kazakhstan. One of these sectors includes education and KIMEP receives funding from USAID.  USAID development policies in Kazakhstan require newly trained western style managers and KIMEP has been seen as s a viable place to offer such training. 

For the political and economic reasons already stated, the United States wants Kazakhstan to make a timely and successful transition to a market economy. In fact, the largest USAID program component in Kazakhstan is called the “Office of Market Transition”. KIMEP was partially managed via this particular office of USAID directly from the U.S. Embassy in Almaty. Since several academic departments at KIMEP were being funded by different foreign aid agencies, USAID did not manage the entire institution of KIMEP. However the Master’s in Arts program in Economics was directly managed and funded by USAID. Sometimes USAID made contributions to other parts of KIMEP in addition to just running the MA program, but these were usually collaborative efforts that dovetailed with other programs being implemented by USAID and NGO’s in Almaty. An example of these efforts includes USAID’s periodic funding of books and equipment for the library and for other equipment that the institution needed. USAID officials from the Office of Market Transition were in constant contact with the board of directors and director of KIMEP. The head of the MA department (this person must be a U.S. citizen holding a Ph.D. in Economics) was the key person who implemented the academic program and reported to USAID.

The TACIS program operated in the same manner and the head of the MBA program implemented the program and reported to the TACIS monitoring and evaluation unit (which was located in the KIMEP building complex along with the United Nations offices). Thus in an organizational sense, it was a strange situation as the Director of KIMEP did not have ultimate authority over the academic units. This situation created the need for great cooperation amongst the KIMEP administration (both local and foreign administration) and the multi-source-funded academic programs. The institution of KIMEP did not pay for the salaries of the people working in the academic programs. The people in the academic departments are accountable to their respective development agencies.

Perhaps a large reason that KIMEP attracted foreign funding from many western sources is that KIMEP is supported directly by President Nazerbayev. He has received honorary degrees and awards from KIMEP (See Appendix A) and makes annual appearances in support of KIMEP. He has spoken at several of the graduations. One of his daughters attended KIMEP as well. President Nazerbayev even signs all of the diplomas. So there are direct political reasons for supporting KIMEP in addition to laudable development goals. Being tied to one leader may be a potential liability for KIMEP but as the situation stands, it has proven to be an asset.

When independence came to Kazakhstan, it was not sought after nor was independence planned. In fact, Kazakhstan was reluctant to break away from The Soviet Union, its citizenry being completely unprepared for such a transition. The population had lived their entire lives sequestered in the paternalistic communist system where the government controlled and provided everything. Then, all of a sudden, they were cast into a new system of “self-help” with no guidance or prior experience at all, and without aid from the Soviet Union.  This problem existed for the general population, as well as most for national leaders and administrators. (Gleason, 1997; Olcott, 1995)

That few people who had the skills and wherewithal to help steer Kazakhstan towards a market economy was a recognized fact. The need was great to produce new managers with the skills necessary to build, develop, and manage capitalist enterprises. By presidential decree in 1994, Nursaltan Nazerbayev ordered the creation of a new institute of higher education called The Kazakhstan Institute of Management, Economics, and Strategic Research under the President of Kazakhstan (KIMEP catalogue, 1997; www. KIMEP.Kz).

The first director of KIMEP was Dr. Chang Young Bang.  Bang was a faculty member in the Economics department of San Francisco State University and had made friends with President Nazerbayev in Moscow while Nazerbayev was a politburo member during the Soviet period. Dr. Bang was also a key advisor for Nazerbayev on macroeconomic policy during the early phases of Kazakhstan’s emergence from centralized planning associated with the Soviet period. Bang also has entrepreneurial ventures in Kazakhstan.

The location of KIMEP is in the very heart of the former political capital and now, business capital of “Almaty”. The buildings and adjacent compound were once the “Communist Party School” that helped promulgate Marxist-Leninist ideology in Kazakhstan. In this transition to a new institute, the staff of the institute remained but most of the faculty was released, under the notion that their ideological backgrounds would prove curricularly useless for the new management training required. Later budgetary restraints also necessitated the elimination of a large number of the former staff members too, since the full-employment policies of the old communist system could not be maintained.  In Soviet times, excessive duplication and layers of unnecessary bureaucracy were the norm. 

The existing co-director of KIMEP was initially retained, but his presence chafed many technical assistance operations in the eyes of incoming foreign faculty members.  An ethnic Kazakh, he had little control of academic and programmatic matters, but his actual utility seemingly involved defending the KIMEP boundaries from detrimental and predatory intrusions of other government ministries on the institute. Many believed that he was also placed there to “keep an eye on the foreigners”.  He was also able to thwart various foreigners "maneuverings" that are discussed later in this study. 

The initial foreign (South Korean) Director of KIMEP, Dr. Bang, sought out and obtained support from the international community.  The first two key supporters of KIMEP were USAID, and the European Union's aid agency  TACIS. This is one of several aid agencies in which the European Union distributes development assistance and TACIS has a specific focus on the CIS countries. 

USAID supports the Master's degree program in Economics and TACIS supports KIMEP's MBA program. There were many shared classes between the two programs, by itself a higher education reform.  A third program, a Master's degree in Public Administration, was developed in 1996 and was funded by the British government. This program was terminated in 1999 due to a lack of interest of both the students and the government of Kazakhstan in hiring the students to work in the public sector.  This was a classic example of unenthusiastic stakeholder support eroding a well-intentioned program.

In 1995, a new director was appointed to run KIMEP. His name was Dr. Hartmut Fischer. Dr. Fischer was a German citizen and on the Economics Department faculty at  the University of San Francisco. Under Dr. Fischer's direction, many new stakeholders were brought into KIMEP's purview. Support and donations increased dramatically from the many foreign multinational corporations investing in Kazakhstan. This support was enhanced through an invigorated placement and career center at KIMEP, which worked closely with multinationals (and the many NGO's and aid agencies in Kazakhstan). During this time, a substantial amount of resources from other NGO's (The Soros Foundation in particular) and other bilateral aid agencies (such as the British ODA supporting KIMEP's MPA program) came to support KIMEP. The Canadian development agency developed an evening program at KIMEP that was geared towards management of the oil and gas industry. Both USAID and TACIS set up offices at KIMEP’s facilities for their environmental projects, and for monitoring and evaluation activities.

In sum, KIMEP is a place where “east meets west” in so many ways and it represents an excellent case to test research hypotheses concerning development assistance issues such as institutional sustainability. This chapter included brief histories of Russian-Kazakh relations and explored the key issues of ethnic politics facing Kazakhstan. Then the chapter described the U.S.’s involvement with Kazakhstan and how KIMEP came to be a recipient of U.S. and European foreign aid and then finished with a brief history of KIMEP. The next three chapters will delineate and test several specific research hypotheses that are based upon the general hypotheses drawn from the stakeholder-systems model developed in chapter three. These hypotheses will include ethno-political factors and KIMEP’s specific situation in terms of its sustainability.
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